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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-11 are pending in this application. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 3/27/06 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues, "One concept of the invention of the instant application 
is that a number of memory tests can be performed without reading out test 
result data. In particular, in case of soft error it can occur that an error in a 
memory cell is detected in one test process and not detected in a following test 
process. Therefore, conventionally, after each test process test results have to 
be read out by a tester unit. According to the invention of the instant application, 
it is not provided that a test process is carried out to test the memory circuit 
wherein if an error occurs it is provided in a next test process the data which are 
written in the respective memory cell of the memory circuit are modified such that 
a following comparison of the written and read out data results in the detection of 
an error even if the respective memory cell has stored the written data in the 
following test process correctly. The invention of the instant application allows to 
carry out a plurality of test processes in the memory circuit without 
instantaneously reading out the test results and without losing any Information 
about the occurrence of soft errors detected in any of the test processes." 

In general these arguments are unclear specifically the underlined portion. 

It is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., see above) 
are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in 
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light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the 
claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

The applicant also argues, "The test circuit according to Dahn does not 
include a data change circuit according to the invention of the instant application. 
Dahn does not show a data change circuit, which is connected in the data input 
line and which is able to change the test data value written into the memory 
circuit depending on a result of a comparison performed in a proceeding teat 
process. In other words, the changeover device according to Dahn does nothing 
more than copying the comparison result into each of the memory banks not 
being tested therefore does not change any teat data to be written into the 
memory bank to be tested. Moreover, the changeover device of Dahn has no 
functionality, which depends on a result of the comparison performed in the 
comparator unit since the comparison results are copied into the memory banks 
not being tested, i.e. in case of an error and in case of no error." 

The examiner would like to point out that the independent claims in the 
instant application (claims 1 and 7) fail to articulate what happens to the data 'in 
case of no error 1 . Claim 1 and claim 7 are both silent on this issue. This issue is 
not addressed until claim 4 (which would clarify what applicant is intending to 
claim). The independent claims fail to recite what type of change is taking place 
to the data (correcting the erroneous data, a timing or delay change or merely an 
inversion of the data). There are many ways that data can be changed and 
without articulating what type of change is taking place, the limitations of this 
claim language are very broad. Thus, they would read on the cited reference. 
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Therefore, the previous rejection will be maintained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this 
Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 
122(b), by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or 
(2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before 
the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under 
the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an 
application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-3, 5, 7, 8, 10, and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Dahn U.S. Patent No. 6,539,505. 

As per claims 1 and 7, Dahn teaches the claimed method and circuit in 
which a test circuit for testing a memory having a data input line for providing test 
data to be written to the memory circuit (figure 2 DQ lines column 6 lines 18-21) a 
comparator unit comparing expected values received over said data input line 
with the test data read from the memory circuit, the test data previously having 
been written to the memory circuit over said data input line(column 4 lines 56-64) 
and a data change circuit connected between said data input line and the 
memory circuit, said data change circuit being controllable depending on a result 
of a comparison performed in said comparator unit such that when an error 
occurs, further test data can be written to the memory circuit in a manner altered 
by said data change circuit, (column 3 lines 40-52 also see claim 1) 
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As per claims 2, Dahn teaches the expected values correspond to the test 
data previously written to the memory circuit, (column 2 lines 20-34, column 4 
lines 56-66) 

As per claims 3, and 5, Dahn teaches the data change circuit is one of a 
plurality of data change circuits; and said data input line is one of a plurality of 
data input lines each connected to one of said data change circuits, said data 
change circuits being controlled by said comparator device such that when the 
error occurs in a memory area addressed through one of said data input lines, 
each of said data change circuits is controlled such that the further test data on 
said plurality of data input lines can be written to the memory circuit in the altered 
manner, and when the error occurs in the memory area addressed by one of said 
further data input lines of one of said blocks, said data change circuits for all of 
said further data input lines of a respective block are controllable such that the 
further test data on said further data input lines of said respective block can be 
written in the altered manner to the memory circuit., (column 3 lines 40-52 also 
see claim 1, column 6 lines 18-41) 

As per claim 8, Dahn teaches writing the altered test data into at least one 
further memory area after the detection of the error in the memory area, so that 
the further test data transmitted for the memory area and for the at least one 
further memory area and the altered test data read therefrom are different, 
(column 4 lines 56-66) 
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As per claims 10 and 1 1 , Dahn teaches altering a specific operating 
parameter of the memory circuit between repeated writing-in and reading-out of 
the altered test data, and performing a plurality of write/read operations; and 
outputting error data to an evaluation unit, the error data specifying differences 
between the further test data transmitted during a last write operation and the 
altered test data read out during a last read operation, (column 5 lines 6-27) 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 
148 USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for 
determining obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at 
issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering 

patentability of the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that 

the subject matter of the various claims was commonly owned at the time any 
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inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. 
Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor 
and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a 
later invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 
35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 4, 6, and 9, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dahn U.S. Patent No. 6,539,505 in view of Morgan et al. U.S. 
Patent No. 6,072,737. 

As per claim 4, Dahn substantially teaches the claimed circuit in which a 
test circuit for testing a memory having a data input line for providing test data to 
be written to the memory circuit (figure 2 DQ lines column 6 lines 18-21) a 
comparator unit comparing expected values received over said data input line 
with the test data read from the memory circuit, the test data previously having 
been written to the memory circuit over said data input line(column 4 lines 56-64) 
and a data change circuit connected between said data input line and the 
memory circuit, said data change circuit being controllable depending on a result 
of a comparison performed in said comparator unit such that when an error 
occurs, further test data can be written to the memory circuit in a manner altered 
by said data change circuit (column 3 lines 40-52 also see claim 1) and inverting 
the test data (Column 5 lines 7-12). Not disclosed by Dahn is that the data 
change circuit has a controllable exclusive-OR gate which, depending on a 
control signal generated by said comparator device, passes the test data in 
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unaltered form to the memory unit or inverts the test data with an aid of an 
exclusive-OR function resulting in the further test data being altered test data. 
However, in an analogous art, Morgan et al teach the use of exclusive OR 
circuitry dependent on the output of the controller that passes the data through 
an exclusive OR function. (Figure 6, elements 28, 505,506, and 304, column 3 
lines 14-31). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time this invention was made to have used the XOR circuitry 
of Morgan et al. with the change circuit of Dahn. One would have been motivated 
to do so in order to identify defective memory circuitry as suggested by Dahn 
(column 2 lines 1-4). 

As per claim 6, Dahn and Morgan et al. as combined above substantially 
teach the claimed circuit where comparison unit has a reset input for driving said 
comparison unit to not alter the test data in said data change circuit ( Morgan et 
al. Figure 9 lines 41-59). 

As per claim 9, Dahn and Morgan et al. as combined above substantially 
teach the claimed method in which altering the further test data into the altered 
test data with an aid of an exclusive-OR function after the detection of the error 
(Dahn column 5 lines 6-12, and Morgan et al. Figure 4). 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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U.S. Patent No. 6,691 ,272 Azim, Syed K. 
This patent teaches a 'change' of the delay type. 

The examiner would like to point out that this rejection is not being made 
final as these issues have been discussed with attorney of record for applicant 
and no conclusion has been reached as to correction. Therefore, the examiner is 
awaiting a return call. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Cynthia Britt whose telephone number is 571- 
272-3815. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Albert Decady can be reached on 571-272-3819. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. . . ilL 




Cynthia Britt 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2138 



